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But while the initial long-term CRs from each chamber
have failed, the bills established parameters for debate on
funding. The House bill cut much more significantly from
the Obama Administration’s projected boost for the
weapons program, halving the planned $624 million
increase for the program. By contrast, the Senate version
of the CR would provide a $439 million increase for the
program, a cut of $185 million. That Senate bill mirrored
funding figures provided to Congress by the NNSA last
month, but it appeared to contradict a pledge a made
during debate on the New START Treaty in December by
top Senate appropriators Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii),
Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), Thad Cochran (R-Miss.) and
Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn.). In that letter, the appropria-
tors pledged to support full funding for the Administra-
tion’s modernization plan, which calls for $85 billion from
FY2011 to FY2020 to maintain and modernize the nation’s
weapons complex and arsenal.

A Senate aide said that the bill should not be interpreted as
evidence of a decreased commitment to modernization but
as a reflection of the budgetary climate in Congress.
“When you’re faced with some of the sharpest cuts in U.S.
history to discretionary spending that changes the calcu-
lus,” the aide said. “That doesn’t mean there is not a
commitment to modernization; perhaps just not at those
levels, especially when it means significant cuts to other
priority areas, such as nonproliferation.”

Modernization Commitment Questioned

Even more concerning than the Senate bill, according to
aides, is that the weapons activities funding level in the bill
was generated through communication with NNSA and
what the minimum FY2011 funding level the agency needs
to operate. “The budget was the budget that was submitted.
That’s what the Administration said was needed, and that
was obviously a large element of the New START debate,”
one aide told NW&M Monitor. “It really begs the question
whether the Administration is going to stand by its com-
mitment to fully fund the modernization plan or not.”

According to the NNSA analysis provided to Congress, the
$6.83 billion funding level would allow the agency to
accelerate funding for priority programs like life extension
work on the W76 and B61 weapons systems, “largely
maintains” design schedules for multi-billion-dollar
construction projects like the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research Replacement-Nuclear Facility and the Uranium
Processing Facility, and keeps experiment schedules on
facilities like the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrotest
Facility and National Ignition Facility in line with previous
plans. It would reduce funding for plutonium sustainment,
advanced certification, tritium readiness, and other pro-
grams. NNSA spokesman Damien LaVera said the agency

would not comment on how it generated the funding
numbers that it has provided to Congress. “We continue to
work with our interagency colleagues and Congressional
leadership to provide the information they need to make
informed choices about the resources required to imple-
ment the President’s nuclear security agenda,” LaVera said
in a statement. “NNSA is not in a position to comment on
the ongoing negotiations regarding continuing resolutions,
nor would we presume to comment on hypothetical
situations related to future votes or proposals.”

Senate aides said the NNSA hemmed itself in by saying it
could survive with less money, which could make it harder
for Republicans or the Administration—Vice President Joe
Biden is heading up negotiations on a long-term CR—to
make a case for more funding. “It’s hard for them to push
back for a higher number if you’ve got the NNSA saying
we can live with this,” the aide said. The NNSA shouldn’t
have supported a lower number, another aide said. “The
answer to what was needed should’ve been ‘the President’s
budget.’ That was certainly what the answer was all
throughout the START process,” the aide said. “It’s
amazing how they went 12 months saying the ‘1251’ plan
is all that’s needed and then they change their story.”

A Bad Sign for CTBT?

But the funding issues have fueled speculation that it the
Administration could have a much tougher time getting the
Senate to sign off on Obama’s other nuclear security
priorities, like the Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty. “If I
were the Administration and I was going to come up here
and somehow make an argument for CTBT and I was
going to be a CTBT proponent and I was going to say,
‘Look, we’ve got the modernization plan and the reliability
of the stockpile is assured—if the first year it’s
whacked—I would be very concerned about my abilities to
sell CTBT on the Hill,” an aide said.

—Todd Jacobson

NNSA OFFICIALS DEFEND POTENTIAL
RELAXED REQUIREMENTS AT CMRR-NF
Changes that Have Drawn Concern
of Defense Board Still Being Studied

LOS ALAMOS, N.M.—National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration officials said this week that they are still studying
the possibility of eliminating or downgrading fire suppres-
sion systems in a proposed nuclear facility at Los Alamos
National Laboratory, which is an issue that has drawn
concern from federal overseers. In a letter last month to
NNSA, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
expressed concerns about changing the safety strategy and
relaxing risk-based design requirements at the multi-

Owner
Rectangle



4 Nuclear Weapons & Materials Monitor # ExchangeMonitor Publications, Inc. March 11, 2011

billion-dollar Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Replacement-Nuclear Facility. The changes are offered as
cost-cutting alternatives for the increasingly expensive
project. Among seven questions raised by DNFSB Chair-
man Peter Winokur to NNSA Administrator Tom
D’Agostino, one requested an explanation for the potential
elimination of fire suppression in a plutonium storage
vault. Another asked for supporting documentation about
lowering a safety classification in the facility from
safety-class to safety-significant.

At a semiannual public meeting March 10 at Fuller Lodge
in Los Alamos, Steve Fong of NNSA’s CMRR-NF project
team acknowledged that the proposals had been put
forward by the laboratory, but said the modifications
would have to pass an extensive review before they could
be accepted in a formal safety analysis document. “Can we
reduce some of the fire systems in the vault?” Fong said.
“Only if we determine through analysis that it is war-
ranted.” Roger Snyder, the site office’s deputy manager,
said it is too early to tell if changes can be made. “No
decisions have been made yet because the issues have yet
to be analyzed,” he said. Snyder said early estimates can be
overly conservative and are meant to be refined as the
design evolves. “If they can maintain the equivalent safety,
then it’s our duty to look at whether they are actually
needed,” he said.

NNSA HQ Officials Defend Plans to Congress

At a House Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommit-
tee hearing last week, NNSA Administrator Tom
D’Agostino defended the agency’s approach to designing
the facility, but conceded that the NNSA and the DNFSB
have “technical differences” in regards to some safety
features. “Our priority, of course, is balance,” D’Agostino
told the panel. “… Each and every one of us manages risk
at any point in time and so I expect obviously as this
design matures and decisions need to be made on, ‘Well,
should we put this in the building or should we put that in
the building,’ we will have differences of views and we’ll
resolve those.”

NNSA Defense Programs chief Don Cook told the panel
that the primary driver that would allow a relaxation of
some safety requirements was the amount of material at
risk in the facility. He said if the material at risk in the
facility could be decreased, some of the safety systems,
like the fire suppression system and active ventilation
system, could be down-graded. “The amount of money that
we have to invest in all of that is critically dependent on
the material at risk,” Cook said. “And so my question [to
project officials] is have we gotten that material at risk at
the lowest level possible?” The current estimated cost
range for the nuclear portion of the project, the largest and

most complicated piece, pegs the probable cost between
$3.7 and $5.8 billion. The facility isn’t expected to be fully
operational until 2023. The facility is intended to support
nuclear pit and stockpile stewardship capabilities into the
future.

Prelim Construction Activities in October?

In response to questions, the federal managers of the
laboratory also revealed preliminary plans to begin some
pre-construction infrastructure work on the CMRR-NF
facility later this year, subject to several contingencies. If
current spending plans are approved, a legal challenge
involving the project is cleared, and a Record of Decision
draws a favorable conclusion from the environmental
evaluation, then a round of early infrastructure projects
that would include site preparation work could begin in
October, the officials said.

The first phase of the CMRR project, a radiological
laboratory/office/utility building, will begin occupancy at
the end of this year, with actual radiological operations set
to begin in 2013. Its final equipment package is budgeted
for about $30 million of the $300 million that the Obama
Administration has requested in the FY2012 budget. The
remainder will be used to relocate utilities and prepare
staging space for equipment and materials, and several
other relatively minor projects. “Some of the funds will be
used to further design,” Fong said. While the amount was
officially listed in the 2012 budget request as “To Be
Determined,” the implication was that would be a signifi-
cant portion of the remainder. Some $400 million has been
spent so far in six years to reach the 45 percent stage of
design, according to presentation by Nuclear Watch New
Mexico’s Scott Kovac. Nuclear Watch New Mexico is one
of seven community groups that participate in these
meetings along with the NNSA and LANL through a 2005
court settlement. Full construction of the nuclear facility is
scheduled to begin in 2013, but Fong said the final base-
line estimate for the project would not be determined until
2015, after a final phase security fence completes the
perimeter. “At that point it’s all in,” Fong said. “At that
point we’ll have our entire TPC [Total Project Cost].”

SEIS Delayed

Meanwhile the schedule for releasing a draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement could slip four weeks,
said John Tegtmeier, the LASO document manager in
charge of the evaluation. “We got that [preliminary]
document out today,” he said. “We’re going through the
process of getting comments, walking it through the
headquarters folks who have to bless it.” The current
schedule calls for a draft SEIS to be released for comment
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in the last week of March, but Tegtmeier said a notice of
availability might not be issued before the end of April for
the start of a 45-day public comment period.

—Todd Jacobson and staff reports

OMB EXAMINER NAMED TO NEWLY
CREATED DEFENSE PROGRAMS SLOT

In the final piece of the National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration’s reorganization of its Office of Defense Programs,
former White House Office of Management and Budget
examiner Phil Calbos has joined the agency as Principal
Assistant Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs. In
the newly created career civilian position, Calbos will have
responsibility for developing and implementing guidance,
policies and procedures to ensure that activities and
programs are integrated across the weapons complex and
in other NNSA programs, and he will be a vital contributor
to the formulation of future Defense Programs budgets.
Notably, Calbos’ move to NNSA reunites him with
Principal Deputy Administrator Neile Miller, whom he
once worked for at OMB.

Calbos will operate alongside the weapons program’s top
military official, the principal assistant deputy administra-
tor for military application. That spot is currently filled by
Brig. Gen. Sandra Finan, and both Calbos and Finan will
report directly to NNSA Defense Programs chief Don
Cook. NNSA spokesman Damien LaVera said the creation
of the position will “ensure long-term sustainment of
weapons activities even in future cases where there is a
lack of a political appointee and if the military slot is
vacant.” Calbos previously served as a program examiner
at OMB and when the NNSA was created more than a
decade ago, he was the first OMB examiner assigned to the
agency. The West Point graduate most recently served as
the branch chief for Military Operations, Personnel and
Support in OMB’s National Security Division.

Reorg Reflects Increased Scrutiny

Perhaps more than at any time during its history, NNSA’s
weapons program faces tremendous scrutiny over the next
decade as it continues to modernize the nation’s weapons
complex and nuclear arsenal and spends a budget that is
expected to grow to nearly $10 billion in Fiscal Year 2021.
The agency is expected to spend $85 billion from FY2011
to FY2020 maintaining and modernizing the nation’s
nuclear deterrent, and last year, Cook reorganized Defense
Programs to better reflect the Obama Administration’s
Nuclear Posture Review. That reorganization included
moving the agency’s eight site offices back up the chain of

command to report directly to Cook as well as the creation
of a construction office to increase the focus on several
multi-billion-dollar construction projects designed to
upgrade the infrastructure of the weapons complex

Cook also created an Office of Stockpile Stewardship and
established a Science Council to aid in the revitalization of
the science that underpins the nation’s nuclear deterrent,
and broadened the scope of the Office of Nuclear Safety,
Nuclear Operations and Governance Reform to support the
increased focus on governance reform at the Department
of Energy and the NNSA.

—Todd Jacobson

WITH PU FEEDSTOCK RESERVE READY,
NNSA NOT EXPECTING ISSUES WITH MOX

The Pit Disassembly and Conversion Project planned for
the Savannah River Site isn’t expected to come online until
at least five years after the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication
Facility starts up in 2016, but the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration expects to have approximately 10
metric tons of plutonium feedstock ready to serve as a
bridge until the PDCP is operational. NNSA officials can’t
say how long that feedstock will last because there are
currently no utilities signed up to purchase the MOX fuel
and the needs of the utilities will determine the production
needs of the MOX facility. But the NNSA has taken steps
to develop alternate sources of feedstock and NNSA
nonproliferation chief Anne Harrington told a House
appropriations panel last week that the agency is confident
a shortage of feedstock wouldn’t impact the production of
the MOX facility. “We can keep the MOX plant running
for a number of years while the pit disassembly facility
comes online,” Harrington said during a House Energy and
Water Appropriations Subcommittee hearing last week.
“So we’re confident that those timelines will fit together
very well.”

In a parallel program with Russia, the $4.86 billion MOX
facility is currently scheduled to convert 34 metric tons of
surplus plutonium into commercial nuclear fuel. Construc-
tion on the MOX facility began in 2007, but progress to
build a facility that will ultimately provide the bulk of the
feedstock for the facility has been slow. The NNSA in
2009 ditched plans to build a standalone Pit Disassembly
and Conversion facility, deciding instead to combine the
pit disassembly and conversion mission with another
Department of Energy initiative, the Plutonium Preparation
Project, at Savannah River’s existing K Area facilities
rather than building a new standalone pit disassembly and
conversion facility. That decision is expected to save
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